






























































































































A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT D7 .2 

archaeological sites 
and occurrences were 

assigned state site 

numbers. 

Subsurface 
teeting, for the 
purpose of defmmg 
site boundaries, 
consiEted of testing 
along cardinal 
directions at 15 m 

intervals on sites less 

than 50 m across 
and 20 m on larger 

•ites. 

The scope 
of work epecified 
that high prohahility 
areas include 

transects and ehowl 

igure 18. Shovel testing in the survey tract. 

tests spaced at 30 m intervals across the tract. Low 
prohahility areas coneisted of tmrueclB epaced at 30 m 

interval. wtth shovel tests excavated every 50 m. 

Shovel tests, which were typically 30 cm by 30 
cm or greater, were excavated to subsoil (i.e., the B 
horizon by USDA definition) or the maximum depth 
achieveble with a shovel (a.bout 75 cm). Shovel test 
depths generally ranged from 30 to 55 om, although 
some were more shallow due to the presence of water 
within the test. Fill wae screened through 0.62 cm 

mesh hardware cloth and sotl stratigraphy was recorded 
on positive shovel tests. 

Positive shovel tests recorded during the survey 
of transects were further tested by positioning shovel 
tests in a cruciform in cardinal directions from the 
original positive shovel test. Shovel tests were excavated 
in this cruciform shape until two negative shovel tests in 

a row were encountered. When more than five artifacts 
-were recovered in two consecutive shovel tests, the area 

was designated a site and a 50 cm by 50 cm test unit 
wae opened. The test units were excavated to suhsoil 
and soil profiles for these units were recorded using the 
Munsell Color Chart designation. Overall views of the 
sites and photographs of the test units were taken using 
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black and white and color transparency film. 

The presence of unexploded ordnance in the 
sniper tract made it necessary for us to undertake only 
a pedestrian survey of the project area. We performed 
no suhsnrface testing, as requested by F orl Stewart's 
Consulting Archaeologist. We examined the surwy 
tract by walking 30 m transects, oollecting artifacts, and 
noting the location along the tramects. Ground 
visibility ranged from no visibility in forested areas with 
dense leaf litter, to 50% in areas of the Sniper Range. 
Survey transects were plotted and numbered on a project 

field map and transect logs were kept indicating the 
location and the soil oonditions for each shovel test. 
Field notes for each positive shovel test and surface 
collection, in addition to site notes and maps were also 

reoorded. 

During the course of this project 35 transects 
with 373 shovel tests were placed in the high prohahility 
area. In the low probability survey area 94 tranaects 
were estahlished and 1, 103 shovel tests were examined. 
Combined, 1,475 shovel test locations were examined 
in the two areas. Of these 30 were not excavated, 
accounting for 2°/o of the total. Most of these (n= 19, 
63%) were not fully excavated because of standing water 
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or soils with water freely flowing into the hole during 
excavation. An additional 10 shovel tests were not 

excavated because of obstacles such as dense brush or 
heavy distut'bances. One shovel test was not excavated 
because of an adjacent bee's nest. In the sniper range a 

series of 4b traruecls, each 30 m apart, were walked 

and visually inspected. Shovel lest logs were not 
maintained for these areas, but num1ers of negative 
surface collections in each tract were noted in daJy field 
notes. 

At each site, a sketch map was drawn to scale 
showing the locations of shovel tests, test units, natural 
and man-made features, and datums. In addition, OPS 
positions were taken at all sites. 

The GPS positions were taken with a Garmin 
GPS 12XL Personal Navigator'"' rover used tvith a 
Garmin GBR 21 Beacon Receiver n.i. At each site, at 

least 50 positions were recorded since averaging provides 

some improvement on accuracy. OPS accuracy is 
generally affected by a number of sources of error, 

including selective avaJability, errors with satellite 
clocks, and multipathing. Satellite clock errors can 
occur when the satellite's clock is a little as a 
milJiBecond off, or when the orbit U. slightly askew, 
,esulting in a dIBlance error. Multipatbing OCCUU! when 
the signal received from the satellites bounces off trees, 

chain link fences, and bodies of water. The most 
extreme source of GPS error is ::!elective availability 
(SA). Tbs iB the deliberate mistiming of satellite sign.al. 
mtroduced by the Department of Defense. This 
degradation results in horizontal errors of up to 100 m 

95% of the time and vertical errors of up to 173 m 

95% of the time .. 

OPS readings taken with SA active' can be 
corrected by comparing them lo data collected 
simultaneously at a known .location or hase station, 
known aB differential correolion (or DGPS). Tbs was 

undertaken with the Garmin GER 21 Beacon Receiver 
which processes differential correction and records the 

corrected OPS UTM coordinates on the Garmin 

4 Recently the Department of Defe~e has hlmed 
off ,elective availability. Our wock e!.,where li; ruggesting that 
3D and DGPS are providing very similar results. 

Personal Navigator. 

The critical parameters used by the Chicora 

rover attempted to maximize both data quality and 
quantity, using the Garmin recommended fault settings 
(for example, the PDOP mask, which is an indication 
of the accuracy of the OPS positions which are 
calculated, is set at 6, with PDOPs below 4 being 
excellent and above 8 being poor). Unlike several earlier 
BUrVeys undertaken on post, we did not encounter any 
problems with data collection. 

AB disCUBsed in the previous report (Campo et 

al. 1999:74), OPS coordinates UBed in previous surveys 
have been unsatisfactory partially due lo the use of 
NAD (North American Datum) 83 setting al both the 
base station at Fort Stewart and the rover used by 

Chicora, while USGS topographic maps are .till printed 
using NAD 27. Many of thelle previously gathered 
coordinates were also affected by multipathlng, caused 

Table 5. 
UTM Coordinates (NAD 27) 

DGPS 
~S~it~e --~N~-- __ a_ 
9Ll874 3532104 430701 
9Ll875 3532257 430154 

Map Interpolation 
_N_ fi 

3532140 430700 
3532250 430150 

by the dense tree cover in the survey tracb; during the 
summer. We seem to have met with greater success 

during this survey. & Table 5 shows, the OPS 
coordinates are erlremely close to the hand plotted 
coordinates. The location of one site at the intersection 

of several major roads 9hown on the USGS maps 
eruures that the hand plotted location U, correct, 
allowing us to accurately compare the two coordinates 
for at least that one site. The isolated find was situated 
in a heavJy wooded area with no readJy identifiable 
landmarks, except for a north-south running trail. In 
tbs case, it seems likely that the DGPS po,ition is far 

more accurate. 

The reason for this improved level of OPS 
accuracy is attributed to the use of an antennae with an 

18-foot e.uension capability. We believe that this 
eliminated problems previously encountered with 
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multipathing, providing a clear view for satellites. 

No deviations from the original methodology 
described in the Scope of Work other than those 
mentioned before occurred during the field work. No 
other unUEUal or expected problems occurred during the 
study which affecta the quality of the data. 

Laboratory Methods 

The cleaning of artifacts and cataloging of the 
specimens was conducted at Chicora laboratories in 

Columbia in January 2000. The materials kw been 
curated at Fort Stewart and have been cataloged using 
that institution1s accessioning practices which are an 
adaptation of those UBed by the University of Georgia at 
Athens. No specimens were identified which required 
coruervation or stabilization. Specimens were packed in 

plastic bags and boxed. Field notes were prepared on pH 
neutral, alkaline buffered paper and photographic 
materiak were prooessed to archival standard.. All field 
notes, -with archival copies, have also been curated with 
this facility. 

Analysis of the historic collections follow 
professionally accepted standards with a level of 
suitability to the quantity and quality of the remains. 
In general, the temporal, cultural, and typological 
classifications of historic remains follow suah authors as 

Cushion (1976), Godden (1964, 1985), Miller (1980, 
1991), N0el Hume (1978), Norman-Wilcox (1965), 
Peirce (1988), Price (1970), South (1977), and 
Walton (1976). Glass artifacts are identified using 
sources such "" Jones (1986), Jones and Sullivan 
(1985), McKearin and McKearin (1972), MoNally 
(1982), and Vose (1975). Sutton andArkueh (1996) 
provide an excellent overview of a broad range of other 

historic material, although primary sources will typically 
be provided. in the text if the remains require a more 
detailed analysiB. 
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Introduction 

The cultural resources identified during the 
intensive survey of the 322.5 ha NRMU D7.2 and the 
adjacent Sniper Range include a single historic site and 
one isolated occurrence (Figurel 9). 

Both of these resources are recommended as 

ineligible fm the National Register. The identified 
historic site is far loo disturbed by military operations lo 
enable it lo address significant research queslione. The 
isolated find consists of a single specimen and is, by 
defirution, ineligible. The size, component, quad map, -

arnfact numkr, and eligibility recornmendatione for 
each research are shown in Table 6. 

Site CJLI875 

Site CJU875 is a historic scatter meaeuring 60 
m north-south by 45 m east-west, yielding an 

Table 6. 

al.o noticed a scatter of historic materials, including 
primarily concrete, bricks, mortar, and metal fragments. 
Further surface investigation revealed the remains of a 

military bunker (a mound of soil and timbec debris) al 
the northeastern edge of the site area, as well as a 
borrow pit al the northwest edge. Further lo the west is · 
an aid road bed, shown on the Fort Stewart maps, but 
no longer shown on the USGS topographic map. 
Concrete steps were found between T ransecls 12 and 13 
(Figure 21). While still in the probable building area, 
these steps exhibit damage consistent with bulldozing 
(i.e., no longer tilted and cracked). Also present in this 
area were a numher of trees evidencing the remainB of 

metal turpentine collectors or v-shsped outs typical of 
turpentine colleclion. Close inspection also revealed 

considerable military trash in the general area, as well as 
track ruts. 

- With the recovery of remains from two 30 m 

Archaeological Sites m the Survey Tract 

shovel tests, additional shovel tests were excavated al 15 
m intervals hom -the positive 

tests on cardinal directions 

until at lea.at two negative i:ests 
were obtained. The site area 

,Site 
9U874 
9LI875 

Component 

1'olated find 
Historic site 

NE =not eligilile 

Size 
1 m 2 

2,700 m2 

Artifact# 
1 

150 

occupation area of about 2,700 m' (Figure 20). The 
site is located east of the intersection of F.S. Roads 36 
and 37D, south of the community of Bland Town 
previously 'eported by Panamerican Consultants (Little 
el al. 2000). The central UTM coordinates are 
N3532257 E430154 and the elevation is about 26 m 
above mean sea level (AMSL). 

The site was initially identified by shovel 
testing on T '"ruecle 12 and 13, which produced 
positive tests at 14 and 15 respectively. Survey creWB 

OuadMap 
T aylora Creek 
T aylora Creek 

Eligiliility 
NE 
NE 

was therefore investigated by a 

series of 31 shovel lesls. Of 
these, seven (or nearly 23o/o} 
were positive, producing 138 
artifacts (excluding brick and 
charcoal, see Table 7). An 
addition~l two artifacts were 

identified on the surface (not' collected were brick, 
concrete, and large metal fragments). 

Of the 140 artifacts (again, excluding brick 
and charcoal), none offer particularly useful dates. The 
wbteware present on the site is consistent with 
materials manufactured throughout the nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries. The brass shell casing i• 
suggestive of the twentieth century. None of the glass is 
solarized, suggesting that the clear gla.s present on the 
site post-dates the first quarter of the twentieth century 
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Table 7 . 
.Arlifacts Recovered from 9Ll875 

N200 N200 N200 
Surtaoe El85 £2QQ E215 

wb.iteware, undec. 8 
gla.s, clear I 4 
gla.s, aqua I 
gb., brown 
glass, molted 
wmdow gks I 2 
UlD nail fragments 5 
msohine cut n.ils I 
wire nails I 
brick fragments 2 
shell casmg I 
strap buclde 
Irr.... knob 
UIDiron I 
staples 
barbed wire bgments 
brass tube bgment 

Gones and Sullivan 1986:13). Both wire and machine 
cut nails are present, suggestive of a tWentieth century 
date. The types of artifacts present, however, are 

suggestive of a domestic site. Nails and window glaes {as 
well .. · the brick) 
indicate a structure, 
while the ceramics 
and container glass 
are representative of 
kitchen group 
artifacts. Also 
present are a few 
items (such as the 
staple and barbed 
wire) which would 
normally be included 
in an activities 
group, although they 
may also represent 

materials not directly 
associated with the 
occupation. 

The shovel 
tests in the site area 
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reveal considerable diversity in the soil profiles. The A 
horizon varies from 9 to 35 cm, typically a brown 
(10YR4/3) sandy loam overlying a very pale brown 
(10YR7/3) sand. These profiles are generally consistent 
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with Stilson sanda. The variation in the depth of the A 
horizon was liJ.ely caused by the extensive military 
operations which have teken place on the site. 

A single 50 cm test unit was excavated 
northwest of the initial positive shovel test on Transect 
13, in the area of 
densest artifact 
concentrations at the 
site (Figure 22). This 
test revealed a profile 
consistent with the 
shovel tests, although 
it had a vecy thin A 
horizon. Artifacts 
were found to only 
20 cm below the 
surface. 

the distribution of the ornamentals, it is 
pos.;J,le that this site was orijJinally larger, 
but military activities have signilicaut!y 
reduced its size. 

This site is not shown on either the 
Hinesville 15' topographic sheet from 1918, 
or the same sheet revised in 1950. Nor is it 
shown on the T aylms Creek 7 .5' topcgraphic 
sheet, published in 1958. By the 1973 
photo revision, however, there are three 
buildings shown in this area. This 
information would suggest that the site post­

dates 1958 and predates 1973. While the 
artifacts oou/d date this late, we would have 
expected to also recover plastic and rubber 
items from this late a site. 

On the other hand, informants 
have told David McKivergan (personal 

communicetion 1999) that a house site was situated in 
this area during the early twentieth century. Moreover, 
the site is situated immediately south of the location of 
Bland Town, a 1930s kin-based turpentine community 
(Li.tt!e et al. 2000,70). It may be that the occupation 
post-dates the 1915 map, was completely abandoned by 
1950, and was not plotted on either map. The artifacts 

The vegeta­
tion in the site area is 
dominated by 
relatively large oaks, 
with some pines and 
a number of 
ornamental plants, 
including wisteria 
(Fijiure 23). Given 

igure 23. Vegetation in the vicinity of 911875. 
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from the site are comistent with a site dating from this 
period and this interpretation seems far more reasonable 
than a late twentieth century site. The late maps, 
documenting a series of structures in this area during 
the 1 %Os and 1 Q70s, help explain some of the 
disturbance to the site. 

This investigation reveals data sets including 
kitchen, architecture, arms, stable, and other activity 

mifacts. One problem with the assemblage, however, is 
that distinguishing between ca. 1930 and ca. 1960 

N230-

N215-

T19 

0 

0 

gl .. s or architectural items will prove very difficult. In 
fact, it is hl:ely that the two could only be distinguished 
on the basis of the entire assem1lage, or on the basis of 
the archaeological feature. 

Yet, the integrity of the site suggests that this 
iB likely impossible. Rutting, evidence of military use, 
and bulldozing have all taken a significant toll on the 
site. It is unlikely that the data sets can be separated or 
that other data sets, such as intact features, remains. 
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Figure '.l4. Sketch map of isolated find at 9Ll87 4. 
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A. a result, it is unlikely that this site can 
ad.hess the significant research questions appropriate for 
Bland Town. Consequently, the site is recommended 
not eligible for inclusion on the National Register and 
we recommend no additional management activities at 

this site. 

Isolated Find at 9Ll874 

Find 9L!874 is an isolated white clay tobacco 

pipe stem. It was located in the upper 30 cm of Shovel 
Test 2 on Transect 19, about 40 m west of a dixt muJ. 
and 610 m south of its junction with F.S. Road 36. 
The site's central UTM coordinates are N3532104 
E430701 and the elevation is abont 25 m AMSL. 

An additional fonr shovel tests (as well as 
Shovel Tests 1 and 3 on T ranseot 19, Shovel Test 2 on 
Transect 18 to the noxth and Shovel Test 2 on 
Transect 20 to the south) were excavated at 15 m 
intervals on cardinal directions (Figure 24). All were 

negative. 

Shovel Test profiles in this area reveal about 
30 cm of a very dark gray (10YR3/l) loamy sand 

overlying 40 cm of a light yellowish brown (10YR6/4) 
sandy loam. This profile is consistent with the Leefield 
Series. Although these soils are characterized as 

somewhat poorly drained, these soils appeared 
adequately drained during the survey. The vegetation in 

tbe site area consisted of mi."ed hardwoods and pines. 

Based on information obtained from this 
survey, this find does not poesess the data sets necessary 
for inclUBion on the National Register and is 

recommended not 
eligible. No ad­
ditional management 
activities are 
recommended, 

pending the con­
currence of the lead 
federal agency and 
the Geoxgia State 
Historic Preser­
vation Officer. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

A. a result of this combination shovel test and 
pedestrian survey of 322.5 ha in the survey trac!s 
encompassing NRMU D7.2 and the adjacent Sniper 
Range, one hiatoric site and an isolated find were 
identified. Both are recommended as not eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register. 

Issues discussed in these conclusions include 
an overview of current p~edictive modeling, which 
includes an examination of locational data, the use of 

historic maps as an indicator of historic sites on the 
survey tract, and an overview of what the one identified 

site may contribute to our understanding of Bland 
Town, identified to the north of the survey tract. 

Historic Maps for the Survey Tract 

The Hinesville 1918 and 1950 15' 
topographic maps were bath examined. to detennine 

what, if any, historic resources might be shown within 
the survey tracts. A number of landscape features in the 
area changed between the creation of the two maps, 
most significantly the riBe of Fort Stewart in an area 

which previously consisted primarily of small farms and 
pine trees. But in the survey area the most noticeable 

difference between the two maps at:e changes in the road 

network. 

Figure 26 shoWB the survey boundaries overlaid 
on the Hinesville 1918 map. While a small segment of 
F.S. Road 36 at the northwest edge of the imrvey tract 
was the same in 1918 as it is today, other roads have 

changed dramatically. The 1918 map also very 
graphically reveal. the extensive lowland in both the 
Sniper Range and al.o the low probability survey area of 
NRMUD7.2. 

The 1918 map reveal. only one structure 
within the survey tract. The building, likely a 
farmhouse, is situated north of a road running east-west 

through the swamp (although the house ilBelf is situated 
on a linger of what is shown as drier land). This 
structure continues to be shown on the 1950 
topographic map, but disappears by the time the 1958 
Taylors Creek 7.5' USGS topographic map is issued. 

We determined that the structure should be 
situated between Transects 80 and 100. The crew was 
instructed to pay partioular attention to any evidence of 
brick or domesticated plants. Beyond this, no deviations 
were made to the methodoloit)'. The shovel tes!B on the 
transects placed in this area produced no cultural 
remains. The shovel les!B revealed soil. with reduced A 
horizons, indicative of the wet conclitions, and many 
tes!B revealed black, wet or moist soil. Only two areas of 
turpentine b:eeB we:re observed - on T ransecl 96 and 
99. No other surface indications of any cultural activity 
were noted. The survey crews did not notice any 
domestic vegetation or concentrations of oaks or pecans, 
although vegetation was thick in numerous areaB. 

AB we have noticed in previous surveys, the 

likelihood of bding any specific historic site is variable 
and depends on both the military (and other) activities 
which have taken place in the area, and the luck of the 
transeol: placrement. 

It appears that many historic sites were 
intentionally targeted by the military for removal. 
Structures often appear to be bulldozed, al times with 
evon the rubble being removed. This leaves a very sparse 
archeological footprint, making recovery diffioult. Even 
when structures didn't receive this particular atlentionr 
they were often located at the junctions of road. -
areas where military activities seem to also congregate. 

In many oases this abundance of military activity, 
especially by tracked vehicles, has significantly reduced 
the archaeological visibility of the sites. 

Moreover, there is increasing evidence that 

structural remains are far more likely \o bs found by 
close interval testing than by the 30 by 50 m shovel test 
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CONCLUSIONS 

placement used in low probability areas. For example, 
Keel (1999) reports that structures are best found with 
testing conducted at an 8 m interval and his work at 
Magnolia Plantation in Natchitoches, Louisiana pretty 

clearly demonstrates the loss of data tha! occurs when 
the interval is increased to even 15 m. With this in 
mind, it is exceildingly unlikely that the structures 
identified on historic maps will be consistently located 
using the current survey methodology. When they are 
found it ill likely a convergence of good surface villibility 
and luck. Thu. certainly eeenui to be the indication 
based on our previous studies at Fort Stewart. 

Of course, the question is whether these 

resources warrant such a rigorous methodology, 

especially s~ce so many seem to have been heavily 
impacled by military aolivities and are currently judged 
to be ineligible. This is not a question we can answer, 
bu! it ill one that should be carefully coruridered by 
future researchers on Fort Stewart. 

As was briefly discussed in the Natural 
Setting chaplet, Fort Stewart's predictive model has 
recently been revised taking into account the more than 
15,378 ha of archaeological surveys undertaken on poat 
(McKivergan 1998). McKivergan (1998:1) discounts 
distance to water as a critical factor in site probability 
hased on the post's excessive surface waters. According 
to Mc.Kivergan (19q8:1), less than 6B7 hectares of !he 
entire post are more than 500 meters from a surface 

waler source. This should be abundantly clear to any 
researcher who spends any time at all on the post. 

The revised predictive model places more 
importance on soil types, rather than distance to water, 

as an indication of siles throughont the posl. Based on 
!he 15,378 heclares of archaeological survey, soJ 
probabilities have been revilled, and continue lo be 
revised as more acreage is surveyed. 

Currently, Albany loamy fine sand., Blanton 
sand, Bonifay fine sand, Dothan loamy sand (with 
slopes less than 2%), Fuquay loamy sand (with leBB lhan 
5% slopes), Leefield loamy sand, Ocilla loamy fine sand 
and complex, Osier soils, Pelham loamy sands, Stilson 
loamy sand, and Tiflon loamy sand soil. are classified as 

high probability soil., suggesting that these soil. will 
have a higher number of archaeological remairu than 
other probability soil.. 

The current survey tract is very small and was 

composed almost entirely of lower probability soil.. A. 
previous mentioned, only three of theee high probability 
soil. are found in the survey tracl - Le.field, Pelham, 
and Stilson. Combined, they account for only 18% of 
the aoreage. Individually, !he only soJ which accounts 
for more than 10% of !he Burvey tracl is the Leefield 
Series, which ill found on 10.4% of the lracl. 

It should probably, therefore, come as no real 
surprue that the one sile identified was found on 
Le.field soil.. What may be more surpruing is that the 
other projecled historic sites (which was not found), was 

apparently located in an area of Jo\,nson and Bibb soJs 
- soils: which are reported to poorly to very poorly 

drained and to exhibit surface ponding of water (Looper 
1982:27). . 

Does this mean that some poor farmer choose 

to place their family in the midst of a swamp? This 
doean't seem likely and this eite location sho~"' one of 
the problems in reliance on soils for classification of 

survey methodology. USDA soJ maps involve sampling, 
.Jlowing amall enclaves of one soil type to be hidden by 
surrounding soil units. In other words, the farm house 
being sought ffii8ht be constructed on better drained soJ 
which simply covers too small an area to be included in 

the mapping. 

Moreover, historic site locations tend to be 
found near roads; a majority of which were public prior 

to the acquisition of the Fort Stewart properly in the 
1940s, as can be seen in the location of structures 

along roads on the historic maps for the survey tracts. 
Bolh the projected (but not found) and the identified 
site located during !he survey were fuec!ly adjacent to 
roads. 

A trend for historic site location has been 

noted in previous survey reports (Campo et al. 

1999a:l77; Campo et al. l 999b:98). Two hisloric 
siles located during the 1998 survey of NRMU A6.4, 
AS.l, and B24.2 were localed along historic road.. A 
survey of nine lracls in Evans and Liberty Counties 
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found that of 38 historic silos and isolated occurrences, 
only six were not located along road., but found between 
50-200 m of a road (Campo el al. 1999:177). In the 
Flll"Vey of tracle designated as "A-N," it was found that 
of the 30 historic sites, 13°/o were located at 
intersections, 30°/o, were located on a road, and 57o/o 
were within 50 to 510 m of a wad (Trinkley el al. 
1998). In the JAECK Drop Zone survey tract 
(T rink!ey et al. 1996) two historic sites were recovered, 
both at intersections. Of the 32 sites recovered from 

two BUrVeY tracts in 1997 (T ri.nkley et al. 1997 a), nine, 
or 28% were found at intersectiona, eight, or 25% were 
found on a road, and 47% were within 90 to 390 m of 
a road. Clearly, there is a correlation between road and 
historic site locations. 

Although data from these studies ia not 
adequate to support revisions in the Fort Stewart 
predictive model, they do suggest, first, that site density 
iB likely to exhibit considerable variation, and second, 

that the factors aHecting historic site locations are more 
complex than the current model suggests. 

These factors, combined with concerns over 
the abJity of the current methodology lo local€ small 
historic fairnBtead., may be issues that Fort Stewart 
wishes lo address in future research design.. 

The survey tract is located in the southern 
portion of Fort Stewart, south of Georgia State 
Highway 144. A single site was identili.ed during the 
survey, yieldiuii a site density of 0.31 site per km2. Thia 
is far lower than previous Chicora studies. Even if the 
pedestrian s~ey acreage is removed, the site density iB 
stJI only 0.43 site per bn2. 

The current survey has identified one 
additional component (9Ll875) lo the Bland Town 
settlement. Unfortunately, the site has been heavJy 
impacted by military activities and is not likely able to 
address any significant reaearch questions. Like other 

hlstoric settlements, such as Taylors Creek, identified 
on Fort Stewart, abandonment, intentional demolition, 
and additional years of military operations have 
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I 055 2 8 Liberty 
! 055 2 I 8 Liberty 
I o5s 2 • 9 , uberty 
I 055 · 2 9 , Liberty 
055 2 10 Liberty 

:: 055 2 10 Liberty 
j 055 '12 10 Liberty 
· 055 2 11 Liberty 
I oss 

1

2 1~J Liberty 

Site 

9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 

'19Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Li875 

'9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 

,, 9Ll875 
9Ll875 

·Contractor!' Prolect 

Chicora Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora 'I Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora ; Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora . Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora I Fort Stewart 12 

·Chicora I Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora ,1 Fort Stewart 12 

: Chicora •' Fort Stewart 12 

I.I 

Chicora l Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora j Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora .

1 

Fort Stewart 12 
i Chicora Fort Stewart 12 

Prov. 
N230E200 
N230E200 

1 
N230E200 

I
N230E200 
N230E200 

'

1 

N230E200 
J N230E200 
,N245E200 
I N245E200 
TU2 0-10cm 
TU2 0-10cm 

~ TU2 0-10cm 

i~~;~~~~ 

Artifacts 

Swire nails 

1

1 staple 
5 barbed wire fragments 
1 strap buckle 

· 1 brass tube fragment 
'12 fiat UID Iron fragments 
1 vial charcoal 
1 window glass 
1 U ID nail fragment 
1 glass, aqua 

1

1 glass, clear 
1 window glass 

' 2 glass, clear 
3wlre nails 

Date 

1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 

11-5-00 

i Catalooer, 

DH 
IDH 
DH 

I

DH 
DH 
DH 
DH 

I

DH 
DH 
DH 
DH 

1DH 
DH 

IDH 
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